. The Doctrine of TRANSUBSTANTIATION clearly. ant ally: „ 
3 C confuted fromconimon Senſe ; from the unerring e, 
J the Senſes; from the indubitable Maxime of Phleſophys 1 | 
| : Tam tbe Progſi of our Saviour's Miracles, vouched by bin- 2 Y 
ell; and from the Words of his Mouth .again and again EY 'Y 

We repeated and atteſted by St. Paul and rer Bum o +> 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 
T7 HE abſurdity of this doctrine hath been 


often urged and declared; but its abhorrence 


from the genius and figurative manner in which 


our Saviour ſets forth the main principles of the 
Goſpel, hath never, that I know of, been ſuffi- 
ciently urged, cleared, and illuſtrated ; and above 
all, the expreſs contradiction of this doctrine to 
the plain and repeated declarations of JeſusChriſt, 
hath never been expoſed and proved, 


All this, I confide, is done in this diſcourſe, 


and, I hope, to the full ſatisfaction of every can- 
did reader. 
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St. MATTHEW, XXVI. 26, 27, 28. 


AND AS THEY WERE EATING, JESUS TOOK BREAD, 

AND BLESSED IT, AND BRAKE IT, AND GAVE IT 
To HIS DISCIPLES; AND SAID, TAKE, EAT, THIS 
IS MY BODY. 1 ” 

AND ne Took THE CUP, AND GAVE THANKS, AND 

 . GAVE IT TO THEM, SAYING, DRINK YE ALL OF IT. 

For THIS Is MY BLOOD OF THE NEW TESTAMENT, 
WHICH IS SHED FOR MANY, FOR THE REMISSION 


OF SINS, 


| \ HE Reformed Churches of the Chriſtian world 
have a long and important controverſy upon 

theſe words of our Saviour, at his laſt Supper, 
in the inſtitution of the Sacrament ; the Church of Rome 

inſiſting that they ſhould be underſtood according to the 
ſtri& literal ſignification; and we, that they ſhould be 
underſtood, not according to the literal interpretation, 
but according to the true meaning and intention of the 

ſpeaker, in expreſſions which are plainly figurative. 

Now this was a way of ſpeaking which was familiar 
to the Jews in many inſtances, particularly, in calling 
the feaſt of the Paſchal Lamb, the Paſſover ; which was 
well underſtood as a memorial of the deſtroying Angel's 
aſſing over the houſes of the children of Iſrael, marked 
with the lamb's blood, unhurt, on the ſame night on 
which he deſtroyed = firſt-born of every other houſe in 


Egypt. 


1 Now 


„ 

Now the word Paſſover, figuratively underſtood, as a 
memorial of this event, is plainly intelligible ; but if 
attempted to be literally underſtood otherwiſe, will be 
found abſurd as the doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. Let 
me obſerve, that this was alſo a way of inſtructing which 
our bleſſed Saviour much practiſed, and in which he 
greatly delighted : give me leave then to explain it 
briefly. 

A figure of ſpeech i is a change of words from their lite- 
ral meaning, to one that hath an analogical reſemblance 
to the thing ſpoken of, and is, at the fame time, ſhort, 
clearly intelligible, and inſtructive. 

This will beſt be explained by two figurative ex- 
preſſions uſed by our bleſſed Saviour, and explained by 
himſelf: St. John's Goſpel, ch. x. 1ſt. and following 
verſes, Jeſus diſcourſing, and inſtructing the people about 
him, conſiders himſelf as a ſhepherd, and his church as 
a ſheepfold, ver. 1, 2, 3. which, when they did not 
readily underſtand the parable, he further explains it to 
them in this manner : 

Verily, verily, I ſay unto you, I am the door of the ſheep 
all that ever came before me, are thieves and robbers, but the 
ſheep did not hear them; I am the door, 2 me, 4 any man 

enter in, he ſhall be ſaved. 
Our bleſſed Saviour is the door, not only to admit 
men into his ſheepfold, that is, his Church militant 
here, but likewiſe into his Church triumphant in 
Heaven. 
ö Again, chap. xv. ver. 1, 2. I am the true vine, and 
7 my father is the huſbandman; — Every branch in me that 
; beareth not fruit, be taketh away, and every branch that 
beareth 


5 


beareth fruit, be e it, that it "yp bring forth more 
Fruit. 
Now I appeal to every man of common ſenſe, whether 
our Saviour doth not in theſe two parables clear and ex- 
preſs his own true character, in as full and inſtructive a 
manner as if the ableſt. philoſopher had written volumes 
upon the deſign and intention of his coming into the 
world. | 
Let me add, that in all good and maſterly writings, 
figurative expreſſions are frequent, and, if judiciouſly 
conſtructed, are remarkably pleaſing and inſtructive, 
when conſtrued according to the true intention of the 
figure; but if, when literally conſtrued, they are abſurd, 
falſe, and uninforming, we muſt neceſſarily conclude that 
ſuch a meaning was never intended by the author, and 
conſequently, that ſuch an interpretation is to be ab- 
horred and deteſted. 

Now this is ſtrictly the caſe with regard to the inſtitu- 
tion of the Sacrament by our bleſſed Saviour. 

The words of St. Paul, in the 11th chap. of his firſt 
epiltlc to the Corinthians, will ſufficiently explain this. 

Theſe words contain the hiſtory and purpoſe of our 
bleſſed Saviour's laſt Supper, as he himſelf delivered it to 
that apoſtle; and are, in effect, a ſhort comment upon 
that tranſaction, as it is related by St. Matthew in the 
26th chapter of his goſpel, ver. 26, 27, 28. 
Ver. 26. Feſus took Bread and bleſſed it, and brake it, 

and gave it to his diſciples, and ſaid, Take, eat, this is my 
body. 

8. Paul ſays, ver. 23 and 24 of that chapter: The 
Lord J the — night in which be was betrayed, took 
| 4. bread, 


— 
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bread, and when he had given thanks, be brake it, and 4 


This is my body which. is broken for you ; this do in remem- 
brance fm | 

We ſee then that what St. Matthew ſays n This 
is my body, St. Paul explains by, This is my body which is 
broken for you. Now can any thing be clearer, than that 
St. Paul did not underſtand our Saviour as ſpeaking of his 
body merely as ſuch, but of his body as he was to ſuffer 
upon the croſs; a ſuffering which he always deſired to be 
remembered by his followers. 

This is to me ſo clear, that no comment that I can. 
imagine can make it clearer ; for what meaning can be 


plainer to common ſenſe than this, that when Chriſt had 


determined to give up his body, a ſacrifice for the ſins of 
the world, to be broken upon the croſs, as it was there 
actually broken up, and his blood ſpilled by the ſpear 
thruſt into his fide, he determined, that the breaking of 
bread, and the pouring out of wine, upon ſolemn occa- 
ſions, ſhould be a perpetual memorial of that his ſacrifice 
to all his followers, and an emblem to put them in mind 
of it till his coming again; that is, to the end of the 
world. 
And how was it poſſible that his 00 could be 
more clearly or fully expreſſed, than by ſaying, when he 
brake the bread, Tate, eat, this is my body, which is 
broken jor you; this do in remembrance of me? Which was, 
in effect, ſaying, Let this be a memorial to you of my 
body, which is to be broken upon the croſs for you. 
Now ſuppoſe he had made uſe of theſe very words, or 
any other words to that purpoſe, could, he expreſs their 
meaning more. clearly, or fully, than in. thoſe very 
words 


„ 


words he made uſe of, Do vis in remembrance of 
me? | 

Again, St. Matthew ſays, that Te/us took the cup, 0 
gave thanks, and gave it to them, ſaying, Drink ye all 
of this? for this is my blood of the new teftament, wie 
zs ſhed for many, for the remiffion of fins. 

St. Paul ſays, ver. 2 5. He took the cup, ſaying, T, his 
cup is the new teſtament in my blood ; this do ye, as oft as ye 
drink it, in remembrance of me ; that 1s, it is a memorial 
of the new teſtament, or new covenant, founded i in my 
blood; 1. e. which I have entered into, to offer up my 
blood a ſacrifice to the divine juſtice, to atone for the ſins 
of mankind! And what imaginable ground is there in 
all this for tranſubſtantiation ? for it is plain enough, that 
if the wine was tranſubſtantiated into any thing, -it was 
into a new teſtament ; which is abſurd and unintelligible : 
but our Saviour has made us ſafe enough from this or 
any other ſuſpicion, by aſſuring us it was ſtill wine. 
Matt. chap. xxvi. ver. 29. 

29. But I ſay unto you, I will not drink beneeforeh of 
this fruit of the vine, until the day when 1 drink 1. new 
with you in my father's kingdom. 

HAenee it is plain, that it was ſtill wine, after tie had 
given thanks, and after he had given it to his diſciples. 

How ſhocking then, how forced and monſtrous an in- 
terpretation would it be, to ſuppoſe that he meant that 
they ſhould literally drink blood, in contradiction to the 
expreſs commands of God, who' had before Tory and fre- 
quently forbidden that practice. | 

And he further explains his intention in chap. xi. 

1ſt Ep. Cor. ver. 26, For as often as ye eat this bread 
Cc and 


(.- 1 

and drink this cup, ye do ſhew the Lord's death till he 

come. 

What can be plainer, than that this ſacramental bread 

and wine were meant to be emblems and memorials of 
Chriſt's death, to the end of the world ? | 
Indeed, common ſenſe ſays ſo very plainly ; but the 
Church of Rome ſays otherwiſe ; that the expreſſions are 
neither figurative nor emblematical, but ſtrict literal 
truth ; that when he called the bread and wine his body 
and blood, they actually became his real body and blood. 

Let this be tried by a ſimilar teſt. 

If by calling the bread and wine his body and blood, they 
actually became ſo; then, by calling himſelf a door, he 
actually became ſo; and, by pronouncing himſelf zhe 

true vine, he actually became a real vine. 

To this it may be anſwered, that the expreſſion, in 
both caſes, is plainly figurative ; becauſe, literally under- 
ſtood, it would be abſurd and falſe, and againſt the plain 
evidence of all the ſenſes. 

And does not the ſame reaſon hold as ſtrongly againſt 
the bread and wine becoming feſh and blood, upon his call- 
ing them ſo in the ſacrament ? Is not this clearly contra- 
dictory to the evidence of all the ſenſes ? 

More than this, his directing his diſciples, at the ſame 
| time, to eat one and drink the other, implies a command 
| moſt ſhocking to humanity ! and contrary to God's ex- 
| preſs commands. in other ſcriptures, and monſtrous be- 

yond example of any but a few, and thoſe perhaps fabled, 
''H heathens and barbarians; yet none of theſe have ever 
j (that I remember) been reported to eat human bodies. 


| alive. 8 | 
|; | | | In 
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In the preceding quotations from Scripture, bread and 

_ wine, according to the interpretation of the Church of 
Rome, are converted into body and blood : but in the fixth 
chapter of St. John's goſpel, by a clear parity of reaſon, 
our Saviour's whole perſon, body and ſoul, are converted 

into bread. 

35. And Feſus ſaid unto them, I am the bread of hfe, 
he that cometh to me, ſhall never hunger, and he that be- 
lieveth on me, ſhall never thirſt. And again, 

Ver. 47. He that believeth on me, hath everlaſting g Hife. 
48. IT am the bread of life. And again, | 
Ver. 51. I am the living bread which came down from 
Heaven, if any man eat of this bread he ſhall live for ever; 
and the bread that I will give, is my fleſh, which I will give 
fer the hfe of the world. 

In the 3 5th verſe, he explains this eating and drinking, 

by coming to him, and believing on him, by which the 
ſoul receives as true life eternal, as the mortal body does 
mortal life by bread and wine; an interpretation which 
Chri/t gives himſelf of it in the 54th verſe. 

54. Whoſo eateth. my fleſh and drinketh my blood, hath 


eternal life. 
And it is remarkable, that when many were offended 


at theſe figurative expreſſions, of eating his fleſh and drink- 
ing his blood, as if he meant literal eating and drinking of 


them, he explains himſelf thus ; 
Ver. 64. It is the ſpirit that quickeneth, the fleſh profiteth 
nothing ; 3 the words that I ſpeak unto o you, _ are e ſpirit, 


and they are life. 
Now theſe words are a clear declaration to this pur- 


poſe. 
Do 


„ 

Do not imagine I ſpeak to you of animal food, of eat- 
ing fleſh, literally; ſuch eating would be of no advan- 
tage to you, the fleſh profiteth nothing : I ſpeak to you 
of ſpiritual food, and ſpiritual life; the words that I 
ſpeak to you, they are ſpirit, and they are life. | 

To talk of the food of the mind, is, I believe, a figu- 
rative way of ſpeaking, familiar to all languages; I am 
ſure it is ſo to our own. 

Milton's reaſoning upon the analogy of mental food to 
bodily, is, to my thinking, one of the fineſt _—_ in * 
fineſt poem: 


For knowledge is as fobd, and aſks no leſs 
Her temp'rance over appetite, to know, 

In meaſure, what the mind may beſt contain: 
Oppreſſes elſe with ſurfeit, and ſoon turns 
Wiſdom to folly, as nouriſhment to wind. 


It muſt be owned, that our Saviour ſpeaks of cating 
fleſh, in the paſſage now quoted from the fixth chapter 
of St. John, in a figure apparently ſtrange and hard: yet 


not more ſo than that of being born again, in his diſcourſe 


with Nicodemus, in the third chap. of the ſame goſpel. 

Ver. 3. Jeſus anſwered, and ſaid unto bim, Verity verily 
Lay unto thee, except a man be born gain, he cannot ſee 
the kingdom of God. 

Ver. 4. Nicodemus ſaith unto him, How can a man be 
born when he is old ? can he enter the ſecond time into bis 
mother's womb, and be born? 

Ver. 5. Jeſus anſwered, Verily verily T /a * y unto thee, 
except a man be born of water. and of the ſpirit, he cannot 
enter into the kingdom 77 God. 

| via 6. 


( 9 ) 

Ver. 6. That which is born of the fleſh is s fl eſp 3 
which is born of the ſpirit is Hiri * 

Now, in my humble opinion, 9 i as eaſy 
and intelligible a figure, as ſpiritual birth | 

From all theſe reaſonings of our bleſſed Saviour, I think 
it evident that all his expreſſions of eating and drinking 
his body and blood, mean only the ſpiritual receiving 
of him and his doctrine intò our hearts and ſouls ; and 
not a literal, of his fleſh into our bodies: and this truth 
is, I think, fairly geducible from his on words; ver. 


47, 48. of this chapter. 
Ver. 47. Verily verily 7 i mito you be that believer 
on me hath everlaſting 'tje.” 
Ver. 48. Tam that bread of I. TR And finally," aha puts 
it beyond all doubt, is verſe 35 in his owen words now 
quoted; from hence I think it clear, chat believing i in 
Chriſt is eating the bread of life. 

1 ſhall beg leave to add, though I cannot think it ne- 
ceſſary, that if God had ever intended that blood ſhould 
be drank, and fleſh eaten raw, it ſurely wortld have been 
the fleſh and blood of the lamb in the paſſover, which 
was a type of Chr; if, through whoſe blood mankind were 
delivered from the power of-the deſtroying angel ; who 
is alfo called our — 1 Cor. n v. ver. 7. and i in 


Rev. v. 6, 8, 12 
Called the lamb A was gain, ald redeemed the 


world. 
Ver. 9. For thou was Jain, and 200 redzemed us 70 God 
by thy blood, out of Fan kindred, and tongue, on People, and 


nation. 


and that 
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And yet in this paſchal lamb, which was a type of our 
Saviour, the blood was emptied from his blood veſſels, 


into a baſon, Ex. xii. 22. and the fleſh expreſly forbidden 


to be eaten raw; whereas Chriſtians who believe tran- 
ſubſtantiation, make themſelves and their religion ob- 
noxious to the vileſt reproaches of Turks, Jews, and in- 
fidels! Nay, expoſe themſelves to a much heavier re- 
proach than that thrown upon the Egyptians by their 
heathen brethren, of feeding upon human fleſh raw, at 
the ſame time that they abſtained religiouſly both from 
their animal, and even their vegetable gods * : nay, theſe: 
men deteſted the thoughts of eating the beaſts whom they 
deified, even when dreſt ; as appears from the 4.3d chap. 
of Gene/is, where we are told, tbe Egyptians migbt not eat 
Bread with the Hebrews, for that was an abomination to the 
Egyptians: and the reaſon aſſigned by learned men, and 
doubtleſs the true one, is, becauſe the Jews ate of theſe 
creatures which the Egytians deified, and therefore re- 
fuſed to eat them, although the horror of eating them 
raw was removed, | 

To examine this doctrine of n yet 
further: 

Let us remember, that it is a maxim received as indu- 
bitable, that if the organs be ſound, and the objects at a 
due diſtance to be well examined, the evidence of the 
ſenſes is unerring. 


Porrum & cepe nefas violare & frangere moriu 
lanatis animalibus abſtinet omnis 
Menſa; nefas illic fetum jugulare capellæ, 
Carnibus humanis veſci licet. 


It 


(33+ 3: 

It is a maxim received as indubitable in philoſophy, 
that no body can be in two places at one and the ſame 
time; but if the doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation be true, our 
bleſſed Saviour's body may be in ten thouſand places at 
the ſame time, and in the moſt remote regions, if prieſts 
enough may be had to conſecrate the elements; and not 
only ſo, but his whole body muſt be in the prieſt's hands | 
and in Heaven, and in ten thouſand mouths, at the ſame 
time; and if in ten thouſand, why not in ten millions? 
This is, in effect, to give body ubiquity; that is, in effect, 
to make it God; for ubiquity is an incommunicable at- 
tribute of God. 

But they anſwer, by owning that all this cannot be na- 
turally, but may be miraculouſly ; as the feeding of the 
five thouſand with five loaves and two fiſhes. 

I anſwer again, this action was indeed miraculous, be- 
cauſe it was a new creation; and nothing but he that 
created bodies could multiply them ; but no miracle ever 
worked contradictions. Body is limited in its nature, and 
confined to one place at one time, a1'd no body can be 
here and elſewhere at the ſame time, for that would be to 
- ſuppoſe it here, and not here, at the ſame time: hence it is 
that philoſophers ſcruple not to pronounce, that God him- 
ſelf cannot work contradictions; becauſe ſuch works would 
be fooliſh and deluſive, and fitted only to deceive; and, 
in reality, would be to defeat all the purpoſes of his own 
laws; to give falſehood all the atteſtation of truth, and 
error all the ſecurity of certainty ; as if two men ſhould 
vouch upon oath, that the ſame perſons or things were 
in two different or diſtant places at the ſame time, neither. 
of them could gain credit, the atteſtation of both might 
be ſalſe, but could not poſſibly be true. 
Again, ® 
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Again, if our Saviour's aſſertion, Thts is my body, which 


is broken for you, is not figurative, it cannot be literally 


true, and therefore it can only be figuratively ſo; for he 


faid this long before his body was taken up to the croſs, 


and there broken up; and when it was in reality ſound, 
and untouched either by ſpear or nails: and the fame 
body cannot be broken and unbroken at the ſame time, 


for that were a clear contradiction. 


But the truth is, the manifold abſurdities and impoſ- 
ſibilities which follow from this doctrine of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, the Church of Rome mattereth not. | 

For example, it followeth clearly from this doctrine, 
that the evidence of the ſenſes is no proof of miracles ; 


therefore there 1s no proof that the water at Cana in Ga- 


lilee was turned into wine, or that the five thouſand were 
fed with five loaves and two fiſhes! and yet our Saviour 
appeals to the evidence of ſenſe for his miracles. St. Jon 
chap. x. ver. 25. 

25. The works that I do in my Father's name, they bear 
1871 of me. And again, 

7. If I do not the works of my Father, Believe me not. 

38. But if 1 do, though ye. rue not me, believe the 
Too. 

Surely then, if the evidence oy" ſenſe is no Do of mi- 
racles, it was to no purpoſe that he appealed to ſuch 
proofs and ſuch evidence. 

But to cut ſhort this controverſy a 
tion, the abſurdities of which might be endleſly urged 
and inſiſted upon. | 

I ſhall only add, that the fal ſehood of it is fully evinced 
from our Saviour's own mouth, by his pronouncing, that 


6 | both 
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both the elements of bread and wine were till real bread 
and real wine, after the conſecration, if St. Paul be a 
faithful witneſs; for he tells us, in the eleventh chapter of his 
firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians, 23d verſe, and following: 

I have received of the Lord that which alſo I delivered 
unto you, that the Lord TFeſus, the ſame night in which be 
was betrayed, took bread; and when he had given thanks, 
he brake it : Can the queſtion be reaſonably aſked, What 


did he break? Moſt certainly the bread which he took 


up, and broke before their eyes; after this he took the cup, 
which he poured out before their eyes : and no one ever 
doubted it to be wine; and he himſelf confirms them to 
be bread and wine when received, ver. 26, 27, 28. 
26. For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup 
(which all the world allow was a cup of wine) ye do ſhew 
the Lord's death till he come; that is, ye exhibit a fair open 
memorial of it to the end of the world. 
257. Whoſoever ſhall eat this bread, and drink this cup, of 
the Lord unworthily, ſhall be gully of the body and blood * 
Chrit. 
28. But let a man examine himſelf, and ſo let him eat of 


that bread, and drink of that cup. 
So here they are, literally, thrice pronounced bread and 


Wine at the time of receiving them, that is, after the con- 
ſecration ; and that ſurely is proof enough againſt tran- 
ſubſtantiation ! But if any doubt ſhould be raiſed about 


the vine, becauſe that very word is not here mentioned, 


let me add, beſides what has been urged, that the cup 
conſiſted of that liquor, three Evangeliſts are witneſles 
that Chriſt himſelf pronounced it the fruit of the vine, at 


the ſame time of drinking it. Matt. xxvi. 29. 
E But 
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( 14 ) 

But T ſay unto you, I will not drink henceforth of this 
Jrui of the vine, until the day when J drink it new with you 
in my Father's kingdom : this he ſaid after he had directed 
them all to drink of it. 

Mark xiv. 25. Veruy, verily, T ſay unto you, Toill Fink 
no more of the fruit of the vine, until that day that I drink 
it new in the kingdom of God: this he ſaid after they had 
all drank of the cup. 

Luke xxvi. 19. For I ſay unto you, I will not drink of 
the fruit of the vine until the kingdom of God ſhall come. 

And this, the Evangeliſt expreſly tells us, was not done 


till he had taken the cup, and given thanks, and pave it 


to his diſciples. 

The concluſion from all this is ſhort and clear : If the 
doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation be true, it is ſo in contra- 
diction to common ſenſe, and the atteſtation of all the 
ſenſes of which the ſacramental bread and wine are ob- 
jects; in confutation of maxims in philoſophy hitherto 
received as indubitable; in confutation of all the proofs 


. of our Saviour's miracles (and in manifeſtation of his own 


weakneſs in appealing to them as proofs); in confutation 
of St. Paul's teſtimony of Chri#'s having pronounced the 
bread, bread, three ſeveral times after the conſecration ; 
and the teſtimony of three Evangeliſts vouching that he 
called the cup, the fruit of the vine, after he had himſelf 
given it to his diſciples. 

I ſhall trouble the world but with one obſervation more, 
and that is, that if the Church which maintains this tenet, 
and is in a great meaſure grounded upon it, is now gain- 
ing ground, and greatly prevailing in Britain, as is loudly 
reported, it is a plain proof that the people who call 

them- 


(18) 
eme and are deemed by many others, the moſt 
rational and philoſophical nation in Europe, are now 
departing faſt from that character, and taking up what 
they have hitherto deemed the reverſe of it. 

On the other hand, if the report be ill- founded, as I 
truſt in God it is, we muſt conclude it to be a groſs ca- 
lumny, and grievous abuſe; as I hope in God it is. 
As witneſs my hand, 


PATRICK DELANY... 
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